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3. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

STRENGTHS

*Flexible design

«Using simple performance
standards works well
(i.e., 1" GW recharge)

*If you met the standard,
you meet it

*Backed up by science
*Uniform
*Measurability

*Quantifiable

BENEFITS

+Could be regulatory or non-
regulatory

«Flexible menu ** (menu of options
to meet standards)

*BMPs can be fine-tuned (cost-
effective)

*Enforceable/achievable

*Easy to monitor (volume-based
standard)

WEAKNESSES

*Not clear - Inconsistent
application of BMPs

sImplementation needs to be
simple or costs rise quickly

*Timeline —What'’s long term
enforcement

*How to set the standard
«Municipal staff/time training
Administrative burden

*Site-specific design

«Lack of data on performance in
practice

*Measurability

DANGERS

*Ultra-conservative; may add
unnecessary expense

«Failure of BMPs
*Avoid one size fits all

+Conflicts with best engineering
judgment

*Discourages innovation




4. POLLUTION REDUCTION

STRENGTHS

*Measurability

Quantifiable *#

*Pollution reduction

*Measureable results

*Flexible with how to reduce pollution

BENEFITS

*Environmental (ecological/public
health)

*Achieves pollution reduction

*Need consensus on p.r. [pollution
reduction] standards

eImproves sustainability
*Protects resources

*Reduces runoff volume

WEAKNESSES

*Measurability

*One size does not fit all

*Need responsible monitoring entity
not homeowner)

*Top down approac

*Costly/enforcement evaluation —
regulation

*Control specific pollutants

*80% overly simplistic, not trustworthy

DANGERS

*Pollution transfer to other media

*Not having flexibility to meet
standards

*Determine accurate standards (80%
reduction of what?)

*Discounts volume

Doesn’t address other forms of
degradation
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5. STORMWATER UTILITIES

STRENGTHS

Local authority

*Watershed based v
+Effectiveness
*Regional partnerships

«Can work if there’s an existing
organization/group to piggyback on

*Removes stormwater from politics

*May work for already regionalized
water and sewer authorities , e.g.,
MDC

BENEFITS

and control

«v'Dedicated “funding” stream for projects

*Reduction of IC [impervious cover]

*Could adapt to local geographical
conditions

«Education
-Businesses/owners working together
«Accountability

«v'"Comprehensive approach to water
management; interrelationship

*Raises revue, funds

*Taxpayer expectations

WEAKNESSES
+Cost to towns
*Legal framework
*How measure success?

+Cost to regulated communityv’
and municipality

*Existing IC may have a
disproportionate cost

«Political will to accept
regionalizationv’

*Removes public input

*Regional/town conflicts

DANGERS

*Political conflicts
*Public perception — tax**

*Overlapping authorities — Need to
coordinate authorities

CT legislature won’t add a new tax

*Is it voluntary for towns or required
that every town join/have one?

*Who sets fee and how?
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6. ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVES

*Hybrid of “5” alternatives — current approach does not
translate to local level (similar to how wetlands) Bottom
up- driven by town.

*Make all P+Z [planning and zoning] follow same rules for
stormwater management

+|C [impervious cover] cap and trade

*Incentivize water reuse (i.e., on water bill)
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